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benefits of the Act for all the time
worked in that week, unless exempted
therefrom by some specific provision of
the Act. The proportion of his time
spent by the employee in each type of
work is not material. If he spends any
part of the workweek in covered work
he will be considered on exactly the
same basis as if he had engaged exclu-
sively in such work for the entire pe-
riod. Accordingly, the total number of
hours which he works during the work-
week at both types of work must be
compensated for in accordance with
the minimum wage and overtime pay
provisions of the Act.

(b) It is thus recognized that an em-
ployee may be subject to the Act in one
workweek and not in the next. It is
likewise true that some employees of
an employer may be subject to the Act
and others not. But the burden of ef-
fecting segregation between covered
and noncovered work as between par-
ticular workweeks for a given em-
ployee or as between different groups
of employees is upon the employer.
Where covered work is being regularly
or recurrently performed by his em-
ployees, and the employer seeks to seg-
regate such work and thereby relieve
himself of his obligations under sec-
tions 6 and 7 with respect to particular
employees in particular workweeks, he
should be prepared to show, and to
demonstrate from his records, that
such employees in those workweeks did
not engage in any activities in inter-
state or foreign commerce or in the
production of goods for such commerce,
which would necessarily include a
showing that such employees did not
handle or work on goods or materials
shipped in commerce or used in produc-
tion of goods for commerce, or engage
in any other work closely related and
directly essential to production of
goods for commerce.14¢ The Division’s
experience has indicated that much so-
called ‘‘segregation’ does not satisfy
these tests and that many so-called
‘“‘segregated’”’ employees are in fact en-
gaged in commerce or in the produc-
tion of goods for commerce.

14 See Guess v. Montague, 140 F. 2d 500 (C.A.

4).

§776.6

§776.5 Coverage not dependent on
method of compensation.

The Act’s individual employee cov-
erage is not limited to employees
working on an hourly wage. The re-
quirements of section 6 as to minimum
wages are that ‘‘each’” employee de-
scribed therein shall be paid wages at a
rate not less than a specified rate ‘‘an
hour”.15 This does not mean that em-
ployees cannot be paid on a piecework
basis or on a salary, commission, or
other basis; it merely means that
whatever the basis on which the work-
ers are paid, whether it be monthly,
weekly, or on a piecework basis, they
must receive at least the equivalent of
the minimum hourly rate. ‘“Each’ and
“any’’ employee obviously and nec-
essarily includes one compensated by a
unit of time, by the piece, or by any
other measurement. 16 Regulations pre-
scribed by the Administrator (part 516
of this chapter) provide for the keeping
of records in such form as to enable
compensation on a piecework or other
basis to be translated into an hourly
rate. 17

[35 FR 5543, Apr. 3, 1970]

§776.6 Coverage not dependent on
place of work.

Except for the general geographical
limitations discussed in §776.7, the Act
contains no prescription as to the place
where the employee must work in
order to come within its coverage. It
follows that employees otherwise com-
ing within the terms of the Act are en-
titled to its benefits whether they per-
form their work at home, in the fac-
tory, or elsewhere. 18 The specific provi-
sions of the Act relative to regulation
of homework serve to emphasize this
fact.19

15 Special exceptions are made for Puerto

Rico, the Virgin Islands, and American
Samoa.

16 United States v. Rosenwasser, 323 U.S. 360.

17For methods of translating other forms
of compensation into an hourly rate for pur-
poses of sections 6 and 7, see parts 531 and 778
of this chapter.

18 Walling v. American Needlecrafts, 139 F. 2d
60 (C.A. 6); Walling v. Twyeffort Inc., 158 F. 2d
944 (C.A. 2); McComb v. Homeworkers’ Handi-
craft Cooperative, 176 F. 2d 633 (C.A. 4).

19 See 6(a)(2); Sec. 11(d).

335



		Superintendent of Documents
	2014-09-23T09:13:01-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




